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TRAINING OF FISHING PERSONNEL 


WEDNESDAY, JUNE 6, 1956 


House or REPRESENTATIVES, 
CoMMITTEE ON MercHANT MARINE AND FISHERIES, 
Washington, D. C. 
The committee met, pursuant to notice, in room 219, the committee 
room, Hon. Herbert C. Bonner presiding, for consideration of S. 2379, 
H. R. 10433, and H. R. 11479, which are as follows: 


[S. 2879, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


AN ACT To promote the fishing industry in the United States and its Territories by 
providing for the training of needed personnel for such industry 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) the Secretary of the Interior is 
authorized to make grants, out of funds appropriated for the purposes of this 
section, to public and nonprofit private universities and colleges in the several 
States and Territories of the United States for such purposes, including the 
establishment of scholarships, as may be necessary to promote the education and 
training of professionally trained personnel (including scientists, technicians, and 
teachers) needed in the field of commercial fisheries. Any amount appropriated 
for the purposes of this section shall be apportioned on an equitable basis, as 
determined by the Secretary of the Interior, among the several States and Terri- 
tories for the purpose of making grants within each such State and Territory. 
In making such apportionment the Secretary of the Interior shall take into 
account the extent of the fishing industry within each State and Territory as 
compared with the total fishing industry of the United States (including Terri- 
tories), and such other factors as may be relevant in view of the purposes of this 
section. The Secretary of the Interior may establish such guides and curricula 
for educational courses as may be necessary for the purposes of this section. 

(b) There are authorized to be appropriated not in excess of $550,000 for the 
fiscal year beginning on July 1, 1955, and for each fiscal year thereafter for the 
purposes of this section. 

(c) The Secretary of the Interior may establish such regulations as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this section. 

(d) The several States and Territories, in order to receive the benefits of this 
section, shall be required to match by State or local funds or both 100 per centum 
of the appropriations made under authority of this section. 

Sec. 2. (a) Section 3 (a) of the Vocational Education Act of 1946 is amended 
by inserting after paragraph (4) the following new paragraph: 

“(5) $550,000 for vocational education and extensive service in the fishery 
trades and industry and distributive occupations therein, to be apportioned for 
expenditure in the several States and Territories on an equitable basis, as deter- 
mined by the United States Commissioner of Education after consultation with 
the Secretary of the Interior, taking into account the extent of the fishing industry 
of each State and Territory as compared with the total fishing industry of the 
United States (including Territories) .” 

(b) Section 3 (b) of such Act is amended by striking out “paragraphs (1) to 
(4)” and inserting in lieu thereof “paragraphs (1) to (5).” 

Passed the Senate May 21 (legislative day, May 7), 1956. 

Attest; 

FELTON M. Jonnston, Secretary. 
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{H. R. 11479, 84th Cong., 2d sess. ] 


A BILL To promote the fishing industry in the United States and its Territories by 
providing for the training of needed personnel for such industry 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) the Secretary of the Interior is 
authorized to make grants, out of funds appropriated for the purposes of this 
section, to public and nonprofit private universities and colleges in the several 
States and Territories of the United States for such purposes, including the estab- 
lishment of scholarships, as may be necessary to promote the education and 
training of professionally trained personnel (including scientists, technicians, 
and teachers) needed in the field of commercial fishing. Any amount appropri- 
ated for the purposes of this section shall be apportioned on an equitable basis, as 
determined by the Secretary of the Interior, among the several States and Ter- 
ritories for the purpose of making grants within each such State and Territory. 
In making such apportionment the Secretary of the Interior shall take into 
account the extent of the fishing industry within each State and Territory as 
compared with the total fishing industry of the United States (including Ter- 
ritories), and such other factors as may be relevant in view of the purposes of 
this section. The Secretary of the Interior may establish such guides and cur- 
riculums for educational courses as may be necessary for the purposes of this 
section. 

(b) There are authorized to be appropriated not in excess of $550,000 for the 
fiscal year beginning on July 1, 1955, and for each fiscal year thereafter for the 
purposes of this section. 

(c) The Secretary of the Interior may establish such regulations as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this section. 

(d) The several States and Territories, in order to receive the benefits of this 
section, shall be required to match by State or local funds or both 100 per centum 
of the appropriations made under authority of this section. 

Sec. 2. (a) Section 3 (a) of the Vocational Education Act of 1946 is amended 
by inserting after paragraph (4) the following new paragraph : 

(5) $550,000 for vocational education and extension service in the fishery 
trades and industry and distributive occupations therein, to be apportioned 
for expenditure in the several States and Territories on an equitable basis, 
as determined by the United States Commissioner of Education after con- 
sultation with the Secretary of the Interior, taking into account the extent 
of the fishing industry of each State and Territory as compared with the 
total fishing industry of the United States (including Territories) .” 

(b) Section 3 (b) of such Act is amended by striking out “paragraphs (1) to 
(4)” and inserting in lieu thereof “paragraphs (1) to (5).” 

Sec. 8. (a) The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to make grants, out of 
funds appropriated for the purposes of this section, to the several States and 
Territories of the United States for the purpose of enabling such States and Ter- 
ritories to promote education and training at the secondary school level in the 
field of commercial fishing. Amounts appropriated for the purposes of this sec- 
tion shall be apportioned on an equitable basis, as determined by the Secretary 
of the Interior, among the several States and Territories for the purpose of 
making grants within each such State and Territory. In making such apportion- 
ment the Secretary of the Interior shall take into account the extent of the 
fishing industry within each State and Territory as compared with the total 
fishing industry of the United States (including Territories), and such other 
factors as may be relevant in view of the purposes of this section. The Secretary 
of the Interior may establish such guides and curricula for educational courses 
as may be necessary for the purposes of this section. 

(b) There is authorized to be appropriated not to exceed $550,000 for the fiscal 
year beginning July 1, 1955, and not to exceed $550,000 for each fiscal year there- 
after, to carry out the provisions of this section. 

(c) The Secretary of the Interior may prescribe such regulations as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this section. 

(d) In order to receive the benefits of this section, each State or Territory 
shall be required to— 

(1) obtain approval by the Secretary of the Interior of the curriculum 
proposed by such State or Territory for education and training at the second- 
ary school level in the field of commercial fishing ; 

(2) match by State or local funds or both 100 per centum of the grants 
made to such State or Territory under authority of this section. 
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(Reports on H. R. 11479 and S. 2379 follow :) 


DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE, 
Washington, June 6, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives. 


Dear Mr. CoarrMANn: This letter is in response to your request of May 24, 
1956, for a report on S. 2379 (as passed by the Senate), a bill to promote the 
fishing industry in the United States and its Territories by providing for the 
training of needed personnel for such industry, and your request of May 31, 
1956, for a report on H. R. 11479, a bill of identical title and purposes. Sections 
1 and 2 of the two bills are substantially identical. H. R. 14479 includes, 
however, a section 3 which is not included in S. 2379. 

Except for section 3 of H. R. 11479, these bills are practically the same as 
H. R. 10433, upon which we reported to you by letter dated April 30, 1956. For 
the reasons indicated in that report, this Department is unable to recommend 
enactment of any of these bills. 

Section 3 of H. R. 11479 would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to 
make grants to the several States and Territories for the purpose of enabling 
them to promote education and training at the secondary school level in the field 
of commercial fishing. Grants would be apportioned by the Secretary of the 
Interior on the same basis as the grants provided under section 1. Appropria- 
tions for this section would be authorized at $550,000 for the fiscal year 1956 
and for each fiscal year thereafter. 

The enactment of this section would result in a substantial duplication of the 
provisions of section 2 of the bills. If both sections 2 and 3 of H. R. 11479 
were to be enacted, the result would be that the Interior Department and the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare would both be administering 
the same kind of program in the public secondary schools, with resulting dupli- 
eation and confusion at Federal and State levels. Furthermore, the enactment 
of section 3 would give the Department of the Interior responsibilities in the 
secondary field which under existing law are, and, in the judgment of this De- 
partment, should continue to be, vested by law in the Office of Education of the 
Department of Health, Education, and Welfare. 

Two technical points should be mentioned. If this bill should be enacted as 
now written and earmarked funds were not provided for the program under 
section 2, then the amounts presently available for allotments to the States 
for the existing fields of vocational education would necessarily be reduced by 
$550,000 and this amount would have to be set aside for training in the fisheries 
industry whether it was nedeed by the States or not. The bill should, there- 
fore, be revised with some protective clause to insure against such an unintended 
division of funds. 

In addition, page 3, lines 4-5, of the bill refers to “extension service.” This 
probably was intended to mean “extension classes.” If so, the provision is 
unnecessary because vocational education under the Vocational Education Act 
of 1946 already provides for such classes. 

The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
M. B. Fotsom, Secretary. 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D. C., June 22, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. Bonner, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. Bonner: Your committee has requested a report on S. 2379, 
a bill to promote the fishing industry in the United States and its Territories 
by providing for the training of needed personnel for such industry. Your 
committee also has requested a report concerning a related bill, H. R. 11479. 

This Department submitted an adverse report to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce, United States Senate, concerning S. 2379. In view of 
our previous report on the general subject of this legislation as well as my recent 











4 TRAINING OF FISHING PERSONNEL 


testimony before your committee with respect to these measures, we believe 
that no additional report is required at this time from this Department. If 
any additional information is desired, however, please call upon us. 
Sincerely yours, 
Wes tey A. D’EWarrt, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 


[H. R. 10433, 84th Cong., 2d sess.] 


A BILL To promote the fishing industry in the United States and its Territories by 
providing for the training of needed personnel for such industry 


Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representatives of the United States 
of America in Congress assembled, That (a) the Secretary of the Interior is 
authorized to make grants, out of funds appropriated for the purposes of this 
section, to public and nonprofit private universities and colleges in the several 
States and Territories of the United States for such purposes, including the estab- 
lishment of scholarships, as may be necessary to promote the education and 
training of professionally trained personnel (including technicians and teachers) 
needed in the field of commercial fishing. Any amount appropriated for the pur- 
poses of this section shall be apportioned on an equitable basis, as determined by 
the Secretary of the Interior, among the several States and Territories for the 
purposes of making grants within each such State and Territory. In making 
such apportionment the Secretary of the Interior shall take into account the ex- 
tent of the fishing industry within each State and Territory as compared with 
the total fishing industry of the United States (including Territories), and such 
other factors as may be relevant in view of the purposes of this section. The 
Secretary of the Interior may establish such guides and curricula for educational 
courses as may be necessary for the purposes of this section. 

(b) There are authorized to be appropriated not in excess of $550,000 for the 
fiscal year beginning on July 1, 1956, and for each fiscal year thereafter for the 
purposes of this section. : 

(c) The Secretary of the Interior may establish such regulations as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this section. 

Sec. 2. (a) Section 3 (a) of the Vocational Education Act of 1946 is amended 
by inserting after paragraph (4) the following new paragraph: 

“(5) $375,000 for vocational education in the fishery trades and industry and 
industry and distributive occupations therein, to be apportioned for expenditure in 
the several States and Territories on an equitable basis, as determined by the 
United States Commissioner of Education after consultation with the Secre- 
tary of the Interior, taking into account the extent of the fishing industry of each 
State and Territory as compared with the total fishing industry of the United 
States (including Territories).” 

(b) Section 3 (b) of such Act is amended by striking out “paragraphs (1) to 
(4)” and inserting in lieu thereof “paragraphs (1) to (5).” 


(The reports on H. R. 10433 follow :) 


DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, 
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington 25 D. C., April 26, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


My Dear Mr. BonNER: Your committee has requested a report on H. R. 10433, 
a bill to promote the fishing industry in the United States and its Territories by 
providing for the training of needed personnel for such industry. Section 1 of 
this proposed legislation would promote the education and training of profes- 
sionally trained personnel in the field of commercial fishing. This would be 
accomplished by the making of grants, out of funds to be appropriated for such 
purposes, to public and nonprofit private universities and colleges in the several 
States and Territories of the United States. Section 2 of this bill would amend 
the Vocational Education Act of 1946 so as to provide specifically for the ad- 
vancement of vocational education in the fishery trades and industry and in the 
distributive occupations thereof. 

Although we are fully in accord with the goal of the legislation in providing 
fishery education, we believe that there are existing media for achieving this 
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objective. We, therefore, recommend that the bill be not enacted in its present 
form. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service, through contract and by means of cooperative 
research, is assisting in stimulating programs at the university level. These 
programs should be further expanded in order to assist in the training of grad- 
uate students and to promote the development of fisheries courses in colleges 
and universities. 

We believe that these objectives can be obtained by appropriating funds under 
existing legislation with whatever provisions may be necessary to insure (1) 
equitable distribution to the several States and Territories on the basis of the 
extent of their fishing industries; and (2) the use of the knowledge and experi- 
ence of the Department of the Interior in this field. 

Legislation referred to is the act of June 29, 1935 (49 Stat. 436, 439) and the 
Vocational Education Act of 1946, as amended by the act of August 1, 1946 
(60 Stat. 775). 

We have been advised by the Bureau of the Budget that there is no objection 
to the submission of this report to the committee. 

Sincerely yours, 
Westey A. D’Ewart, 
Assistant Secretary of the Interior. 





DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION AND WELFARE, 
Washington, D. C., April 30, 1956. 
Hon. Hersert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear Mr. CHAIRMAN: This letter is in response to your request of April 18, 1956, 
for a report on H. R. 10433, a bill to promote the fishing industry in the United 
States and its Territories by providing for the training of needed personnel for 
such industry. 

This bill would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to make grants to 
public and nonprofit private universities and colleges in the several States and 
Territories for such purposes, including the establishment of scholarships, as 
necessary to promote the education and training of professionally trained per- 
sonnel (including technicians and teachers) needed in the field of commercial 
fishing. Grants would be apportioned by the Secretary of the Interior “on an 
equitable basis” and the Secretary would be required to “take into account the 
extent of the fishing industry within each State and Territory as compared 
with the total fishing industry of the United States,” plus other relevant factors. 
The Secretary would be authorized to “establish such guides and curricula for 
educational courses as may be necessary.” Appropriations for this section of 
the bill would be authorized at $550,000 for the fiscal year 1957 and for each 
fiscal year thereafter. 

The second section of the bill would amend the Vocational Education Act 
of 1946 (the George-Barden Act) by authorizing $375,000 in grants to the 
several States and Territories for vocational education in the fishery trades 
and industry and distributive occupations therein. Such grants would be ap- 
portioned by the Commissioner of Education “on an equitable basis” after con- 
sultation with the Secretary of the Interior, “taking into account the extent of 
the fishing industry of each State and Territory as compared with the total 
fishing industry of the United States * * *.” 

As regards the proposed Federal grants and scholarships in the field of higher 
education, we believe that the basic question which Congress should consider 
is whether the needs of this industry for professionally trained personnel are 
so acute and so vital to the national interest—as compared with similar needs 
of other industries—as to warrant singling out this industry for the special 
Federal assistance proposed by the bill. The information available to this De- 
partment as to the extent and nature of these needs would not suffice to justify 
this portion of H. R. 10433. 

Also, in view of the general responsibilities of the Office of Education in the 
field of higher education and the desirability of consistent Federal policies and 
procedures in Federal programs of financial assistance in this field, we would 
suggest that suitable provision be made for consultation with that Office in the 
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development of basic policies and procedures for administration of the program, 
if authorized by Congress. 

Finally, the broad discretion which the bill proposes to vest in the Secretary 
of the Interior, especially the authority to establish curricula for educational 
courses with which presumably educational institutions aided by such grants 


would have to comply, would appear to permit an undesirable degree of Federal 
control of education. 

With respect to section 2 of the bill, which would authorize a $375,000 pro- 
gram for vocational education in the fishery trades and industry and distributive 
occupations therein, this Department would point out that authorization under 
the existing vocational education acts permits vocational education in the fishery 
trades and industry and in the distributive trades related to fishing. We ques- 
tion the need or desirability of establishing a special category for the fishery 
trades. This is particularly true since the funds for vocational education have 
by this Congress been increased by approximately $2,800,000 and the amount 
available for distributive trades raised from $900,000 to $1,500,000. We would 
rather feel that in the States where fishery trades and industry and distribu- 
tive occupations are important, encouragement should be given to utilization 
by the States of as much of the increased funds as they can for the development 
of vocational education in the fishery fields. 

In the absence of information which would justify the proposal for special 
Federal grants for training at colleges and universities and in the light of our 
comments above on the vocational education proposals in the bill, we are unable 
to recommend enactment of H. R. 10433. 


The Bureau of the Budget advises that it perceives no objection to the sub- 
mission of this report to your committee. 
Sincerely yours, 


Herotp C. Hunt, 
Acting Secretary. 

The Cuarrman. The committee will come to order. 

The committee will consider this morning H. R. 10433, a bill to pro- 
mote the fishing industry in the United States and its Territories by 
providing for the training of needed personnel for such industry, 
introduced by the distinguished gentleman from Massachusetts, Mr. 
McCormack, the majority leader of the House. 

Mr. McCormack. 


STATEMENT OF HON. JOHN W. McCORMACK, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MASSACHUSETTS AND 
MAJORITY LEADER OF THE HOUSE 


Mr. McCormack. Thank you, Mr. Chairman. This bill, Mr. Chair- 
man and members of the committee, is a companion bill to S. 2379, 
which was introduced by Senator Payne and that bill has been reported 
out of the Senate committee and has already passed the Senate. 

Now, I think a reading of the bill really presents the best argument 
in support of it. It is certainly a bill that has merit and objectives 
that are for the best interests of, or will make a contribution toward 
the best interests of a substantial element of our national economy 
that is having great difficulty, particularly with the competition exist- 
ing in this country, and especially that from outside sources. 

The bill provides for the training of personnel for the commercial 
fishing industry of the United States. 

It will provide funds to assist public and nonprofit universities and 
colleges to promote education and training of personnel, scientists, 
technicians, and teachers in the field of commercial fisheries. 

Secondary and vocational schools, universities, and colleges of vari- 
ous States and Territories will be required to match funds for pro- 
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grams authorized under the act. Matching funds, of course, would 
undoubtedly be furnished by the several States. 

Funds will be administered by the Secretary of the Interior and 
equitably apportioned among those States having special interests in 
fisheries. 

The field of vocational and academic training in commercial fisheries 
has been sadly neglected. We are far behind other countries in this 
activity. 

Lack of qualified personnel has been brought sharply to the attention 
of the Government in trying to staff projects under the Saltonstall- 
Kennedy Act. This act allocates $3 million a year for research, bio- 
logical and technical studies and fishery products. 

This bill provides for training and work-experience programs for 
fishermen, high school graduates, and apprentices. 

It amends the Vocational Education Act of 1946 by allocating 
$550,000 for vocational education and extension service to fishery 
trades, and industry. 

It is my understanding that the Department of the Interior opposes 
the bill on the grounds that “there are existing media for achieving 
objectives of the bill.” 

Without in any way being unkind, but stating what is historically a 
fact, really we have a record or demonstration that the Interior De- 
partment has pretty consistently opposed any legislation that relates 
to fisheries. If I remember correctly, they opposed the Saltonstall- 
Kennedy bill. 

I think they started out opposing the Magnuson bill and now they 
are undertaking, by sleight-of-hand, to do some of the things that the 
Magnuson bill says that they should do, but they are not doing what 
the Magnuson bill proposes, and do not let them deceive you. I say 
that not in unkind criticism. I say it objectively. They have those 
fine words which are capable of several meanings, they have one 
meaning to the committee and another meaning in practical operation. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. McCormack, may I ask you which Magnuson 
bill you refer to, so the record may show ? 

Mr. McCormack. The Magnuson bill to which I refer is the one 
separating fisheries from wildlife. 

The CHarrMaNn. I just wanted the record to show which Magnuson 
bill you referred to, Mr. McCormack. 

Mr. McCormack. They have decided to create an independent divi- 
sion of commercial fisheries, and a $10 million revolving fund from 
which loans can be made to commercial fishermen. 

As I understand it, they opposed the Magnuson bill, its companion 
bill in the Senate, and yet they at least partially, to some extent, in 
principle, take actions which constitute an implied approval. It does 
not carry out the Magnuson bill in a way that would be effective in 
benefits to the fishing industry, but I assume that the argument will 
be made that the Magnuson bill is now not necessary. I am in favor 
of both the Magnuson bill and this particular bill, and I just want 
the committee to look into them very closely. 

The Cuarrman. If you will permit me, I might interrupt the wit- 
ness to say that both the majority and the minority on this committee 
have reached agreement with respect to that bill and have introduced 
a new bill which will meet, we hope, the desires of the various seg- 
ments of the industry. We have had quite a number of conferences 
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as well as hearings with the members of the industry on this bill that 
you are speaking of. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you for that information. You had in- 
timated that to me in the conversation that I had with you several 
days ago. 

The Cuarrman. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. What I say is with profound respect for the offi- 
cials in the administration, so I do not want any misunderstanding 
about that. I can disagree without being disagreeable and we all can, 
ladies and gentlemen can, but the protest of the Interior Department 
seemed to be difficult to understand in relation to H. R. 104383. 

The Payne bill has passed the Senate. I do not care, Mr. Chairman 
and gentlemen of the committee, which bill you report out. The 
Senate bill is going to go through, as it should. If you report my bill 
out, then, of course, if it comes up in the House and action is com- 
pleted there, the Senate bill will be taken from the Speaker’s desk and 
the House bill substituted, so you can either report my bill out as it is, 
or the Senate bill with the Senate amendments in it. 

The Cuarrman. It was the intent of the Chair to call your atten- 
tion, Mr. McCormack, to the various amendments in the Senate bill and 
ask you to comment on them. Would you like to have me point them 
out to you at this time? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. Is there more than one amendment? 

The Coamman. On the first page, in line 9, in the Senate bill, which 
is not in the McCormack bill, the word “scientists” appears. it says, 
“including scientists, technicians, and teachers” and i in the McCormack 
bill its says “including technicians and teachers.” 

Mr. McCormack. I would think that the word “scientists” should 
be included. 

The Cuarmman. They added the word “scientists” to your bill on 
page 1. 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

The CuHarrman. Then on page 2, in line 1, they changed it to “com- 
mercial fisheries” in lieu of the words “commercial fishing.” That is 
on page 1, line 10, in your bill, “commercial fishing.” The Senate has 
amended it to “commercial fisheries.” 

Mr. McCormack. Line 10, in my bill, page 2, Mr. Chairman? 

The Cuarrman. It is in line 10, page 1, of your bill. In the Senate 
bill, it is “fisheries” and in your bill it was “fishing.” The Senate has 
changed it to “fisheries.” 

Mr. McCormack. They have changed it to “fisheries” without using 
the word “commercial” ¢ 

The Cuatrman. They use the word “commercial” ; yes. 

Mr. McCormack. “Commercial fisheries” ? 

The Cuatrrman. Yes. 

Mr. McCormack. I think it should be “fisheries.” 

The Cuarrman. You had “fishing” in your bill. 

Mr. McCormack. Yes; I think it ‘should be “fisheries.” 

The CarrMan. Then there is ev idently a typographical error in 
the Senate bill on page 2, line 16. 

Mr. McCormack. On what page? 

The Cuatmrman. Page 2, line 16. Itsays there: 


There are authorized to be appropriated not in excess of $550,000 for the fiscal 
year beginning on July 1, 1955. 
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That is just a typographical error evidently. 

Mr. McCormack. In my bill, it is “1956.” 

The CHatrman. Yes. ayy 

Now, on page 2, there is a new paragraph added which is not in 
your bill: 

The several States and Territories, in order to receive the benefits of this 
section, shall be required to match by State or local funds or both 100 percent 
of the appropriations made under authority of this section. 

As we check it, that language is not in your bill, 

Mr. McCormack. That was put in in the Senate. 

The Cuarrman. That is another difference between your bill and 
the Senate bill. I am merely asking for your comments. 

Mr. McCormack. Then they had another change, “extensive serv- 
ice.” That should be “extension service.” 

The Cuarrman. I would like to get your comments on this language. 

Mr. McCormack. It is perfectly all right to put those amendments 
in, whatever the committee’s judgment is. 

The Cuarmman. In the Senate bill on page 3, line 4, they have 
$550,000 for vocational education and extensive service.” 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

The Cuatrman. That is evidently a typographical error. They 
have “extensive service” and it should be “extension service,” but 
this was not in your bill. 

Mr. McCormack. I hope the committee will add that. 

The CuHatrman. On page 2, line 24, you have “$375,000” and they 
have increased it to “$550,000.” What is your comment on that? 

Mr. McCormack. As far as I am concerned, whatever the commit- 
tee’s judgment is is agreeable to me. 

The CHarrman. I merely wanted to go over these with you to get 
your views on them. 

Mr. McCormack. Well, a $550,000 authorization would enable a bet- 
ter job to be done, but I will leave that to the judgment of the com- 
mittee, and I hope that the committee will increase it to $550,000 to 
conform with the action of the Senate, and, of course, change the word 
“extensive” to “extension.” 

The Cuatrman. That is evidently just a typographical error, as was 
pointed out. 

Does that conclude your general statement, Mr. McCormack ? 

Mr. McCormack. Yes. 

Thank you very much, Mr. Chairman and members of the commit- 
tee. Iappreciate this hearing very much. At this time may I present 
Mr. Thomas D. Rice, who represents the Massachusetts Fisheries 
Association ? 

The Cuarrman. We would like to have you remain a while, as we 
do not get a chance at you very often. 

Mr. Garmatz, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Garmatz. No; thank you, Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuatrman. Mr. Allen? 

Mr. Auten. Mr. McCormack, I take it from reading the report on 
the Senate bill that the first $550,000 per year would be to support edu- 
cational service on the college level and the second $550,000 would be 
to support education more on the high-school level. 

Mr. McCormack. That is correct, Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Atuen. Thank you, sir. 
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The Cuarrman. Mr. Robeson. 

Mr. Rosgson. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman, but we are very 
glad to have the distinguished gentleman with us. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you very much. 

Mr. Petuy. Mr. Chairman, I think the University of Washington 
has one of the few fisheries schools in the country and their graduates 
are at quite a premium because there are not enough scientists now. 

The Cuarrman. I am glad the gentleman made that observation, 
and I can remember when we had the Fish and Wildlife Service up 
here, that it looked like almost everybody in the Service came from the 
Pacific coast. I was wondering at that time if there were any people 
on the Atlantic coast who were qualified. 

Mr. Petiy. I think this measure has a lot of merit to it because the 
fisheries resources of this country have gone down and no one has been 
able to put their finger on the reason for it. We have to have more 
research work carried on, and we need more scientists to do that 
research. 

The Cuarrman. That is a splendid observation, and I am sure that 
the proponent of the bill appreciates it. 

Mr. McCormack. I thoroughly agree with you on the question of a 
scientific approach in research and in the use of fishery products. We 
have that in mind and also the means of transportation as all of that 
is very important, and I think that goes to the very origin of the 
trouble that confronts our fishing industry. It is one of the most con- 
tributing factors, I think. 

The CuarrMan. Mrs. Sullivan, do you have any questions? 

Mrs. Sutiivan. No; I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. I am just 
glad to see such a bill is introduced to give encouragement to the 
fisheries industry. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Chase. 

Mr. Cuase. I have not read the Senate report on this. I am par- 
ticularly interested in what the position is of the main parties in inter- 
est, to wit, the members of the erican Commercial Fisheries. Are 
they in favor of it? 


Mr. McCormack. Yes, they are, and I think a spokesman for them 
here will tell you that. 

As a matter of fact, I introduced my bill and Senator Payne intro- 
duced his bill as a result of representatives of at least a substantial 
element of the fishing industry calling to see us, and as a result of both 
of us being impressed with the suggestions that they made about it. 
The gentleman to my right is Mr. Thomas D. Rice, who represents the 
Massachusetts Fisheries Association and has for some years, and he 
will testify here and you might find out from him. Let me ask you, 
Mr. Bice, does this represent the views of the fishing industry pretty 
generally ? 

Mr. Rice. Yes, sir, it does, Mr. McCormack. We have had uni- 


versal acceptance of this measure by all segments of the industry across 
the country. 


Mr. Atten. Mr. Chairman. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Allen. 

Mr. Auten. If I remember the rules of the House, a bill carrying 
more than $1 million in authorizations will not pass on the Consent 
Calendar. I was thinking that it might be well to leave in the $375,000 
figure and get it by the House and then iron it out in conference. 
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Mr. McCormack. When the chairman mentioned that, I said I 
would leave it entirely to the discretion of the committee. The 
$550,000 impressed me, but I will take whatever the committee decides 
upon. That is one of the considerations that entered my mind at that 
time. 

Mr. Auten. Thank you very much, Mr. McCormack. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Kluczynski. 

Mr. Kuiuczynskx1. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman, but I am very 
glad also to have our distinguished majority leader over here with us. 
It is a great pleasure for me to be here and to hear him testify. 

Mr. McCormack. I wish a representative of the Boston press was 
here to hear all of these things. 

The CHamman. Mr. Tollefson, we have under consideration H. R. 
10433 which is a companion bill to Senate 2379. House bill 10433 
was introduced by Mr. McCormack and the Senate bill was introduced 
by Senator Payne. 

Do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Totierson. No; I am sorry I was late, Mr. Chairman. 

I am familiar with the bill which is before the committee. 

The chairman sent it to my office at the time it was sent to the com- 
mittee. I am heartily in accord with the measure. I have no ques- 
tions, Mr. Chairman. 

The CHarrman. Mr. Zelenko, do you have any questions? 

Mr. ZeLeNKO. I have no questions, Mr. Chairman. I desire to 
express my pleasure in having our distinguished colleague and major- 
ity leader with us, and I join my colleague, Mr. Kluczynski, in his 
expression on that. I would add that it is a pleasure, not only to 
have him here, but it is a pleasure to be with him anytime, anywhere. 

Mr. McCormack. I am overwhelmed, but I like it. 

The Cuarrman. As I told you in the beginning, we do not get a 
shot at you very often, so we want to have an opportunity to pay our 
respects to you. 

Mr. Clark. 

Mr. Crark. Mr. Chairman, it is certainly a pleasure to be here and 
to listen to Mr. McCormack. I think that you have made a very able 
presentation, and I would like to say that we are all for this measure. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you. 

oo CHarrRMAN. Is there any further statement that you desire to 
make ? 

If not, we thank you very much. 

Mr. McCormack. Mr. Chairman, and members of the committee, 
I have to leave now, but I hope that you will not think that I am in 
any way lacking in appreciation. However, there is to be the unveil- 
ing of a picture of Mr. Hope this morning, and I want to be there, and 
I also have a meeting of the Government Operations Committee. 

The Cuarrman. I wish that I, too, could be at the unveiling of his 
picture. He has been a distinguished Member of this Congress and 
I regret very much to see him leave. 

Mr. McCormack. There is no able Member that I have ever seen, 
and no finer gentleman than Cliff Hope. It can be truly said that he 
has made real contributions to the progress of America. I am glad 
to have the opportunity to have my brief views, which I would gladly 
elaborate on, made a part of the record. 
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The Cuarrman. Those of us who have known him over the years 
feel likewise. 

Mr. McCormack. Thank you, Mr. Chairman, and gentlemen of 
the committee. 

The CHatrmMan. Does the gentleman who was with you care to 
testify ? 

Mr. Rice. I will take my place on the witness schedule, as I do not 
want to go ahead of anybody else. 

Mr. ZeLENKO. Would the chairman of the committee please excuse 
me as I have an executive committee meeting of the Labor Committee? 

The CHatrman. Yes. 

We have Mr. McIntire listed as a witness on this bill. 

Mr. Zincxe. Mr. McIntire is submitting his statement in support 
of the bill. 

The CuatrmMan. You say it is favorable to the bill? 

Mr. Zrncke. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarrman. All right, we will insert it in the record at this 
point. 


STATEMENT OF HON. CLIFFORD G. McINTIRE, A REPRESENTATIVE 
IN CONGRESS FROM THE STATE OF MAINE 


Mr. McIntire. Mr. Chairman, S. 2379, and its companion bills, is 
designed to supply properly trained and competent personnel to meet 
the urgent needs of our fishing industry. 

Section 2 (a) of S. 2379—by amending the vocational education and 
extension service in the fishery trades and industry and distributive 
occupations—would bring into being a program for the fishing indus- 
try comparable to our presently existing agricultural extension service 
work. The splendid record of agricultural extension work stands as 
a strong inducement to introduce a similar function to the fishing in- 
dustry. 

The bill further provides for the college-level education of instruc- 
tors who would become equipped to enter schools where provision is 
made for courses relating to the fishing industry and to set up and 
conduct courses on this subject. 

Progressive fishery education in the United States has been sorely 
neglected, operating to the detriment of high standards of manage- 
ment in the fishing industry and of constructive programs of conserva- 
tion for our fishery resources. 

We cannot afford to be lax in our attitude toward our fishing indus- 
try, for in this highly technological age, it becomes doubly imperative 
that the industry keep abreast of new technological developments in 
its field. Our country’ s standing as a major fish- -producing nation 
must not be placed in jeopardy by apathy. 

As the fishing industry makes an important contribution to our 
national income, so does it perform as an excellent source of protein 
for the American diet, a source which would become all the more im- 
portant in the event of an emergency. 

Vocational training and extension courses in functions relating to 
the fishing industry would, undoubtedly, raise the production and « op- 
erating standards of our fishing industry well above their present 
levels and would serve to encourage those efficient fishing practices 
which are the ingredients of a sound industry base. 
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The State of Maine’s fishing industry plays an extremely important 
part in the State’s economic ‘complex. In 1954, 283 million pounds 
of fish and shellfish, valued at $16,855,000, were 1: iaded] in Maine ports 
by 11,000 fishermen. Nearly 3 million cases of sardines were packed 
and 212 2 million pounds of lobsters valued at $8 million were trapped 
in the cool clean waters of the Maine coast. 

I am thoroughly convinced that Maine’s fishing industry would 
benefit materi: ally ‘from the provisions of this legislation. 

In view of the urgent need for legislation that would implement an 
educational service for the fishing industry, I respectfully urge this 
committee to act favorably upon S$. 2379 and other similar legislation 
that is before the committee for consideration today. 

Mr. Chairman, and members of this committee, [ deeply appreci- 
ate having this opportunity to present my statement on this matter. 

Mr. Zincke. Congressman Hale also has a statement which he 
requests be submitted for the record. 

The CuamrMan. Is it in support of the bill ? 

Mr. Zincke. Yes, sir. 

The Cuarman. It will be included in the record at this point. 

(The matter referred to is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF HON, ROBERT HALE, A REPRESENTATIVE IN CONGRESS, FROM THE 
STATE OF MAINE RE: S. 2379 aNp H. R. 11479 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, I introduced this bill as a 
companion to 8. 2379, although my bill is not entirely identical with 8. 2879. My 
hill contains some changes made at the suggestion of Robert L. Dow, director of 
inarine research for our State of Maine department of sea and shore fisheries. 

Mr. Dow made a statement before the Merchant Marine and Fisheries Sub- 
committee of the Senate Committee on Interstate and Foreign Commerce on 
March 19 last, copy of which I attach hereto. 

I regard this as constructive legislation and I hope that this committee will 
report it favorably. 


STATEMENT OF RoBertT L. Dow, DirREcTOR, MARINE RESEARCH, FOR THE STATE OF 
MAINE DEPARTMENT OF SEA AND SHORE FISHERIES 


Mr. Chairman and gentlemen, I trust, gentlemen, that you will be tolerant of 
iny citing specific illustrations in my discussion of fisheries education problems. 

As marine research director for the State of Maine I have what amounts 
to a dual responsibility. In my responsibility for marine research I recognize 
the need for additional trained scientists, technicians, and teachers. On this 
account I heartily endorse section 1 of Senator Payne’s bill. 

However, in my responsibility for providing the Maine fishing industry with all 
the scientific and technical assistance possible I am much more acutely con- 
cerned with section 2 which provides for vocational education. 

Senator Payne has pointed out that regional differences exist in the fishing 
industry’s problems. I would like to discuss some of the problems which we find 
in Maine where the commercial fisheries date to the 16th century with all of 
the attendant implications of traditionalism. 

Many Maine coastal secondary schools have enrollments ranging from 25 to 
100 students with a staff of 2 to 5 teachers. A majority of male students after 
leaving or completing high school will enter some phase of the fishing industry. 

How can these students be helped to become better fishermen, boat operators or 
dealers? By providing them with fisheries instruction within the framework of 
existing courses. 

For the general biology course we are presently engaged in preparing units 
of study emphasizing the marine environment with particular reference to those 
species of fish and shellfish which are locally commercialized. 

Closely related to marine biology, especially in the commercial fisheries field, 
are units of study in social sciences in which local economic problems associated 
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with the processing, distribution, and marketing of fisheries products can be 
studied. 

High-school chemistry offers an excellent opportunity to study sanitation, 
quality control, nutrition, and other aspects of fish processing. Some coastal 
communities afford facilities for students to study at firsthand refrigeration, 
fish spoilage, and similar problems. The purpose of this type of instruction 
would be, of course, to make these future fishermen more conscious of the need 
for producing a better quality product so that the commercial fisheries can 
compete more favorably with other food-producing industries. 

With commercial arithmetic and mathematics there are practical applica- 
tions to other phases of the industry. Area determinations and volume yields 
of shellfish growing areas can be estimated. Growth rates and size distributions 
of various populations permit a combining of mathematical and biological studies 
to make for better understanding of management and conservation practices. 

In larger coastal communities where shop and vocational courses are available, 
instruction in the operation and repair of marine engines could be profitably 
offered in order that future fishermen in the small-boat fisheries could make 
minor repairs. What is even more important, they could learn to recognize po- 
tential operational breakdowns more readily. Every year small boats are badly 
damaged or wrecked on Maine ledges because of engine failure. It is possible 
that some of these failures could have been anticipated if those fishermen had 
had the opportunity of instruction in marine engines. 

By directing the teaching effort in these several fields toward the commercial 

fisheries, I believe a better understanding of fisheries problems and opportuni- 
ties can be achieved by secondary school students than could be obtained if the 
entire instruction were concentrated in a single fisheries course. At the same 
time this diversified instruction might stimulate interest in continuing study 
at the college level in some branch of fisheries science. There appears to be 
no definitive limit to the possibilities of fisheries instruction at the vocational 
and secondary school level. 
Teachers of these subjects are already available in the existing school sys- 
tems. We know that many of them would welcome prepared units of study 
in their specialized field. A few in Maine have shown initiative and interest 
by making up units in shop, biology, and social studies from information and 
material which we have furnished. 

We have discussed with the Maine Department of Education the desirability 
of conducting a fisheries workshop to assist teachers in using study units. Plans 
for these workshops have not yet been completed. 

Many fish-processing plants have offered to assist by providing guided tours. 
Our research staff has assisted teachers for several years with technical advice, 
teaching aids, and by serving as guest teachers. 

We anticipate no problem in implementing a fisheries-education program 
in the public-school system if Senator Payne’s bill is passed and money is 
made available. 

There is, of course, a logical supplement to fisheries education at the vocational 
and secondary level, and that is an extension service and adult education pro- 
gram. It is the only effective means whereby scientific, economic, and technical 
information can be transmitted to the industry in an intelligible form. Fisheries 
education through an extension service is a natural projection of all research, 
developmental, promotional, distributive, and marketing investigations carried 
on by private and public agencies. In order that the fishing industry may benefit 
from work being done, it is essential that information be made available to 
those in the industry. At present it is impossible for public agencies to do so. 
“tate agencies which are most closely associated with the industry have pro- 
vided the best service but even they lack the means for carrying on a broad 
and continuous program. 

This program would include conference-type discussions with fishermen, boat 
operators, buyers, dealers, and distributors by making use of films, slides, and 
graphic instructional aids. Other phases of extension work would include 
demonstrations, field trips, a consultant service on technical problems and the 
distribution of appropriate reports, publications, and newsletters. 

I would like to outline the development of a specific situation and how it has 
involved us in an extension type service. In 1949 we commenced basic experi- 
ments in the use of recirculated artificial sea water in a refrigerated tank unit 
for the purpose of holding lobsters alive for prolonged periods of time. This 
unit was constructed from salvaged materials at an approximate cost of only 
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$250. It had a capacity of about 120 gallons that would hold up to 100 pounds 
of lobsters. The capacity varied under different conditions. 

This tank was exhibited in many centers throughout Néw England and was 
used as a practical storage device in several large markets. It was several years, 
however, after we had published our reports before the industry itself attempted 
to use this information on a commercial scale basis. 

Within recent months there has been a considerable expansion in the use of 
these tanks and several have been built with relatively high storage capacity. 
We have worked closely with these firms and in several instances they have 
encountered operational difficulties. 

Recently a company installed in the Chicago area a 12,000-gallon tank with 
a holding capacity of approximately 10,000 pounds of lobsters per week. One 
of the sea water formulas we had previously evaluated was used. Their early 
efforts to keep lobsters alive in this system were completely unsuccessful. They 
requested that we send a biologist to Chicago to see if he could determine the 
reason for their failure. Unfortunately we do not have funds for such a service 
on this scale. We suggested that they outline in more detail the system that 
they were using. 

We made specific suggestions to correct the difficulty, and they followed our 
recommendations. After modifications had been made they reported that they 
had held lobsters without loss for a period of 6 days. We asked that they 
report any further difficulties as soon as possible. Sinee we have not heard 
from them in the last month, we assume that the system is operating sueccess- 
fully. 

The initial failure appeared to have been caused by the use of a hich pressure 
pump which built up nitrogen in the water. The nitrogen in turn created in 
the lobsters a condition comparable to the “bends.” We had become familiar 
with this condition from some of our earlier research. 

I have used this illustration to emphasize some of the practical fisheries prob- 
lems which we at the State level encounter. We believe that an expanded 
extension service would immeasurably assist the fishing industry because better 
dissemination of information would be possible. 

Using the State of Maine as a criterion I have prepared cost estimates for 
earrying on both a public school fisheries education program as well as an 
extension service and adult education program. I believe these estimates will 
serve to indicate how much can be done for relatively little cost. 


Fisheries education cost estimates, State of Maine 


1. Extension service (in addition to fixed operational costs of State un- 
der present limited extension service program) : Estimated cost 
(a) Personal services__---~- repel AS ese § sdbbaobekes ssl.) S28 
(b) Contractual services: 





I eee =te! eee J ans eee ee 1, 800 
Preece oe eee Le, es ee 1, 000 
Professional fées and sefvices_.....- 1, 000 

a ee ee ae S  choiiaeutick shade 1, 500 
(d@) Capital expenditures______-_ ne a adeas deh ducnsibledee ac 500 
ee ete ek ao Se er 2 ss) _.. 10,000 


2. Public school program (in addition to existing program) : 
(a) Personal services: (4 areas of study) 


cin. eevee 
(b) Contractual services: 


Weis aotoeed et JUS. AE oe Sh lech Sacderek da os ee 7, 200 
Co Se a eg ee lh 5 OS Ae ea, FES el ancien eS 16, 080 
ncaa 42, 000 
ree Sei debra ca J. SO 


The CuHarrMan. Mr. D’Ewart. 
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STATEMENT OF HON. WESLEY A. D’EWART, ASSISTANT SECRETARY, 
DEPARTMENT OF THE INTERIOR, WASHINGTON, D. C. 


Mr. D’Ewarr. I apologize for not having mimeographed copies 
of my statement, Mr. Chairman, but I have 2 2 extra copies and 1 for 
the reporter, which I will give to the clerk. 

I have also with me Mr. Anderson of the Fish and Wildlife Service 
who is able to answer any questions which you desire to ask 
of him with regard to the technical operation of the Department. 

The CuatrmMan. Yes, sir. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I welcome this opportunity to appear before the 
House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee to discuss three 
bills, H. R. 10433, H. R. 11479, and S. 2379, which are designed to 
promote the education and training of professional personnel in the 
field of commercial fishing. I am informed that due to the pressure 
of time your committee has found it necessary to limit this morning’s 
discussion to 1 hour. With this in mind, I will make my statement 
as concise as possible. 

On March 28 of this year, the Department of the Interior submitted 
to your committee a report on S. 2379 of which H. R. 10483 is a com- 
panion measure. The Department has not yet submitted a formal 
report on H. R. 11479, which differs in some details with the other two 
bills I have just mentioned but which has the same general purpose. 

In its report on S. 2379 the Department stated that it was in com- 
plete agreement with the goal of the legislation. However, the De- 
partment recommended against enactment of S. 2379 because it felt 
that there was existing media for achieving the objective of providing 
additional fishery education. 

The Department report further stated: “We believe that these ob- 
jectives can be obtained by appropriating funds under existing legis- 
lation with whatever provisions may be necessary to insure: (1) 
Equitable distribution to the several States and Territories on the basis 
of the extent of their fishing industries; and (2) The use of the know]- 
edge and experience of the Department of the Interior in this field. 

Legislation referved to is the act of June 29, 1985 (49 Stat. 433, 439) (the origi- 
nal Land Grant College Act) and the Vocational Education Act of 1946 as 
amended by the act of August 1, 1946 (60 Stat. 775). 

The Department of the Interior is fully aware of the necessity for 
programs that will provide proper training and education for commer- 
cial fisheries personnel. The commercial fishing industry is of vital 
importance to the United States and proposals to improve its efficiency 
and productivity should be given every consideration. 

Virtually all of the commercial fisheries activities that fall within 
the jurisdiction of the Department of the Interior have recently been 
accelerated. Research, especially, is receiving a great amount of at- 
tention. Millions of dollars have been allocated for this purpose and 
the Department is looking with favor on proposals to increase this 
already considerable amount. 

However, it is the responsibility of the Department of the Interior 
to administer fish and other natural resources of this Nation for all 
the people. We believe we would be severely criticized if we were to 
endorse a proposal that would single out an individual industry for 
preferential treatment in the form ‘of Government subsidies or grants 
for education. The Department feels that the proposed legis slation 
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would in effect direct the Government to underwrite the curricula of 
a college or university when such schools already have the free choice 
of offering any courses, including commercial fishing, which they 
choose. 

In fact, it is encouraging to note that there have been a number of 
recent developments that indicate increasing interest on the part of 
the schools in the field of commercial fisheries education. I would like 
to mention a few of these because I believe they illustrate how the 
States and the schools themselves are moving toward a solution of the 
problem of providing more and better trained personnel for commer- 
cial fishing. 

Under the auspices of the University of Miami, the Fort Myers, 
Fla., high school is now beginning a commercial fisheries club. As yet, 
it is not included as a credit course in the established curriculum, ‘but 
we understand that it may be, if it proves successful and there is a de- 
mand for such training. Although the original enrollment was lim- 
ited to 25 students, 150 applic ations already have been received. 

The University of Rhode Island, through the auspices of the Narra- 
eansett Marine Laboratory, is studying the establishment of an adult 
education course for the commercial fishermen of the southern New 
England area. We understand it will cover such subjects as naviga- 
tion, fishing methods, insurance, etc. 

In the State of Maine, there has rec ently been started a +-H fisheries 
club which is proving to be very successful. There is considerable 
possibility that this 4-H type of fishing instruction may be expanded 
to other fishing centers in coastal Maine. 

Both the U niversity of Massachusetts and the University of Alaska 
have demonstrated considerable interest in this field. It is understood 
that the former now includes fishery technological subjects in its 
regular curriculum. 

We have been informed that the Portland, Maine, high school is 
conducting a full year’s course for interested students in subjects 
dealing with maritime life, navigation, and the production and mar- 
keting of fisheries products. T hese courses provide scholastic recogni- 
tion and credit toward graduation. 

Some work, dealing ‘with training in commercial fisheries subjects, 
is being done at Humboldt State Teachers College, Areata, Calif.: 
Oregon State College, Corvallis, Oreg.; and the University of Miami, 
Miami, Fla., although these courses are limited. 

In addition to these, the important and extensive studies being car- 
ried on at the University of Washington and the University of Cali- 
fornia are well known. Oceanographic studies at the University of 
California are among the tops in this field. 

With respect to the amendments to section 2 of S. 2379 and H. R. 
11479 which provide for a fishery extension service under the juris 
diction of the United States Commissioner of Education, we are 
strongly of the opinion that the administration of any fishery ex e.sion 
service is the proper function of the Secretary of the Interior in the 
same manner that the Cooperative Extension Service is the « s ‘dietiiere 
responsibility of the Secretary of Agriculture. If it is the desire of 
the Congress to provide a fishery extension service we recommend that 
the langu: ige “and extension service” be deleted from sec’ ion 2 and 
that provision for such an extension service be stated in a separate 
section. 
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With reference to H. R. 11479, we believe that the objectives of 
section 3, which are to promote education and training at secondary 
school level, can be met through the Vocational Education Act of 1946. 
It is our opinion that any training at the secondary school level would 
fall within the responsibility of the Department of Health, Education, 
and Welfare, in cooperation with the Secretary of the Interior. 

In the field of higher education, many opportunities are now avail- 
able for spec ialized training that would be of benefit to the worker 
or administrator in commercial fisheries. Meteorology, the zoological, 
and biological sciences, and merchandising’ (which ‘fits in with the 
Department's newly promulgated fish standards) are examples of 
these. Nor should the number of colleges and universities offering 
business administration courses be overlooked. Sound business prac- 
tices are essential to any commercial venture. 

In consideration of any proposals such as those under discussion 
today, it must be kept in mind that demand for change or addition 
is one of the most important factors. As of now the Department 
of the Interior has not been aware of any pressure for educational 
opportunities in commercial fishing that cannot be met with existing 
legislative, administrative, and educational machinery. I believe the 
time to consider provisions for additional specialized training is when 
we find that our existing programs are no longer adequate to do the 
job. We have no firm indication that we have reached that point yet. 

That concludes my statement, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. GarMATz (presiding). Mr. Robeson. 

Mr. Roneson. What is your chief objection to the Department of 

Education having anything to do with the administration of this edu- 
cational program ? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. We recommend that HEW, if there is to be an ex- 
tension service in vocational education, we believe that the vocational 
education should be under HEW as they are already carrying on that 
program. As to the fishery extension service, we feel that should be 
carried on through the Department of the Interior. 

Mr. Rorrson. Do you think that the Department of the Interior 
could do a better job? 

Mr. D’Ewart. In agriculture, which I believe naturally follows the 
Extension Service in agriculture, there it is carried on through the De- 
partment of Agriculture. Since we are charged with the develop- 
ment of natural resources, including fisheries, it would appear to us 
logical that the extension service for fisheries should be administered 
through our fishery agencies. 

Mr. Garmarz. Mr. Tollefson ? 

Mr. Totiterson. Mr. D’Ewart, I am just looking at the Senate re- 
port and I notice an excerpt from a statement made by Dr. Meehean, 
Assistant Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service, and reading the 
part of his statement which is quoted, it seeems to indicate that the 
Fish and Wildlife Service feels that something ought to be done in 
connection with some sort of an educational program. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes. we will agree that it does need more incentive 
than it has at the present time. Our feeling is that there are facilities 
in existence which could be increased and accelerated to provide that 
service. 

Mr. Totterson. A further reading of the report indicates that the 
Senate feels that without some legislation such as is pending before 
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us, nothing can be expected to be done, apparently taking the view 
that the passage of the legislation might stimulate some activity. I 
have not read the complete report. I do not know that they have taken 
any position in opposition to yours, which is that there are existing 
facilities. Was that point ever raised / 

Mr. D’Ewanrt. I have read their report, and they recognize that there 
are universities and other institutions on a higher level that are doing 
this at the present time, but I think that there are other schools which 
can be made available for that purpose. 

Mr. Totterson. The Department of the Interior is not thinking in 
terms of the cost at all ? 

That does not enter into their reasoning ? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. No. 

Mr. Totierson. I notice in this report some very interesting figures 
which have appeared before us many times, pointing out that for every 
ton of agricultural products produced, the Government spends $5.73, 
and for every ton of fishery products produced, the Government spends 
only 90 cents, so the dollar consideration does not affect your thinking 
on this bill ? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I hope that the fisheries do not get into the situation 
in which some agricultural products find themselves at this time 

Mr. Totterson. I donot think they would go quite that far. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. I hope not. 

Mr. Totxerson. I think that is all, Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Allen, do you have any questions ? 

Mr. Aten. No, thank you. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Van Pelt? 

Mr. Van Pett. No; I have no questions. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Pelly? 

Mr. Petxy. I have no questions, thank you. 

Mr. Garmarz. Mr. Chase? 

Mr. Cuase. No; I have no questions. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Tumulty ? 

Mr. Tumutry. No, thank you; I have no questions. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Zincke? 

Mr. Zrncke. Mr. D’Ewart, one of the objections of your Department 
to this bill is that it would single out a particular industry for special 
treatment. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. In education ? 

Mr. Zinckr. Yes, sir. 

Mr. D’Ewarrt. That is correct. 

Mr. Zrncxe. Is it not a fact that the original College Land Grant 
Acts, the 1935 act, and the 1946 act laid particular emphasis upon 
agriculture ? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes; that is correct. General education in agricul- 
ture and the distribution of knowledge that had been gained. 

Mr. Zincke. Yes; in agriculture. 

Mr. D’Ewart. That is correct. 

Mr. Zincke. So that if this act is objectionable because it emphasizes 
fisheries, those existing acts are equally objectionable because they 
emphasize agriculture ; is not that true? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Well, I do not know that I agree 100 percent, but 
there is that thought. 
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Mr. Zincke. And your statement is that this idea should be car- 
ried on under the Agriculture Act, so to speak ¢ 

Mr. D’Ewarr. \ ocationally, for the lower grades through high 
school. 

Mr. Zixcker. Under the existing act which emphasizes agriculture? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Under vocational education, which also includes 
many things besides agriculture; for instance, vocational schools teach 
varage work. They teach radio work and they teach many things 
that would be helpful in the fishing industry, such as marine-engine 
repair, paint ing, and carpentry. All of those things are a part of 
vocational education. It is not confined strictly to growing crops. 

Mr. Zincxe. But the emphasis is upon agr iculture. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes; it was originally, but I feel when you follow 
those vocational schools into the cities, you will find that the emphasis 
is on training that will fit a city boy for work in the industries in his 
particular city. 

Mr. Zincke. That is all. 

Mr. Touierson. Mr. Chairman. 

Mr. Garmatz. Mr. Tollefson. 

Mr. Totuerson. A question which was raised by Mr. Zincke, I think 
deserves some comment. He made the point that there are those who 
object to this sort of legislation because it hinges to one industry. That 
points out the fallacy of the thinking of a Jot of people both in the 
State Department and the Department of Agriculture. This is not 
just ano‘her industry like shoe m: anufacturing or tie manufacturing. 
This is a basic resource, a producer of food. “It must be reckoned as 
one and the other is agriculture. There are only two sources of food 
in the United States; one is the water and one is the land, and that is 
wll we have. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I will agree with you, Mr. Tollefson, but in trying 
to determine how we can be helpful to fisheries and how we can meet 
the situation, we have other facts to take into consideration. We have 
to make a study of what are the ills of the industry, and how they 
can be reached. We have tried to make some study along those lines 
and have divided those into two general difficulties. One is the actual 
fishing itself and the research into how to help them in locating fish, 
In finding them in the seas and, second, the processing of those fishery 
products “after they are brought into the harbor, so ‘that they can be 
distributed and be made more acceptable to the general public. 

We feel that those are the two basic things that need more help and 
that research is the fundamental way of finding the answer to those 
problems and to help the fishing industry. 

As you know, there are some "$15 million allotted to research from 
all different sources at the present time. And we would like to see 
the limitations taken off so that there would be additional facts avail- 
able and in my meetings with the Fisheries Advisory Committee and 
with other groups, they emphasize time and time again the need for 
additional research and knowledge of the different things that affect 
the fishing industry, both as to ‘fish and as to distribution of their 
product after it reaches shore, as being the greatest needs of their 
industry. There are other things also but those are the vital measures. 

Mr. Totierson. I think you are correct when you say that we need 
more research, but would it not just naturally follow that if we need 
more research we also need some more men to do it ? 
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Mr. D’Ewart. That is true. Biology is one of the principal subjects 
and biology is taught in practically all of our colleges at the present 
time, and so is zoology and meteorology, and perhaps oceanography 
is not, but the other sciences are, and business administration is also 
taught in many, many colleges and when you get down to the lower 
school levels in vocational education, they teach the repair and mainte- 
nance of gasoline and diesel engines, painting, the repair of gear, and 
all of those things are taught in vocational schools at the present time, 
which would be very helpful to the younger people that you are try- 
ing to reach and that would do the actual fishing. 

Mr. Totierson. I am not one of those who think that we ought to 
do everything that the foreign nations do. Asa matter of fact, I hope 
that we do not do a lot of things that they do, but with respect to 
fisheries, several of the foreign nations have gone farther than we 
have in connection with assisting their fishery industry; is not that 
true? 

Mr. D’Ewarr. Yes; I am sure that is true. In fact, Finland, Nor- 
way, Sweden, and some of those countries are away beyond us in 
oceanographic research in locating fish and the conditions under which 
they can expect to find them. They are away beyond anything that 
we have done in those fields. 'That is why I emphasize the importance 
of more investigation and research. 

Mr. Tottxrson. I think, perhaps, that there has been greater com- 
pulsion upon those nations to do more than we have done. 

Mr. D’Ewart. Yes; their economy is probably based to a larger ex- 
tent of fisheries, possibly. 

Mr. Totterson. Thank you; that is all. 

Mr. Garmatz. Thank you, Mr. D’Ewart. 

Mr. D’Ewarr. I have Mr. Anderson here with me, if you have any 
questions that you would like to ask him. 

Mr. Garmatz. I may say that we have Dr. Brownell here, who has 
to go before the Appropriations Committee at 11 o’clock. I was won- 
dering if he would want to take the stand and answer some questions 
before he goes. Do you have a prepared statement, Dr. Brownell? 


STATEMENT OF S. M. BROWNELL, COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION, 
DEPARTMENT OF HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


Mr. Browne. There is a prepared statement which I prepared for 
this hearing. 

I find myself in a very embarrassing situation in that I had agreed 
that I would represent the Office of Education before the Appropria- 
tions Committee this morning in reference to the problem of the Presi- 
dent’s Committee on Education beyond the high school, which is deal- 
ing with some of the very basic problems that you are discussing here 
this morning, of this shortage of personnel, which we find in a great 
many of our technical and scientific fields. 

When I agreed to meet with you this morning, I agreed to do so 
with the thought that I would be able at 10 o’clock to carry through 
so that it would not be in conflict with my appearance before the 
Appropriations Committee. 

I may suggest, Mr. Chairman, if I may, that the statement which I 
have prepared be read by one of my colleagues who is with me. I 
have with me Mr. Lloyd E. Blauch, Assistant Commissioner for 
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Higher Education, and Mr. W. P. Beard, Assistant Director of Voca- 
tional Education. Either one of them could present that statement, 
and they might be able to answer any questions that you have. 

(The statement submitted by Dr. Brownell is as follows:) 


STATEMENT OF S. M. BROWNELL, COMMISSIONER OF EDUCATION, DEPARTMENT OF 
HEALTH, EDUCATION, AND WELFARE 


Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, I appreciate this oppor- 
tunity to give you our views regarding S. 2379 as passed by the Senate, and com- 
panion House bills (H. R. 10433 and H. R. 11479). 

The general purpose of the bills is to provide for the training of needed per- 
sonnel in the fishing industry. This industry, like other industries in the United 
States, requires properly trained personnel in order that the most up-to-date 
scientific knowledge may be utilized in the fields of oceanography, marine biology, 
and other marine sciences in the solution of the industry’s problems. We under- 
stand that attention has been given to this problem in varying degrees, both at 
the college level and in the secondary schools, within the States where the fishing 
industry exists. In this regard it may be noted that the University of Miami, the 
University of Maryland, and the University of Washington offer undergraduate 
work in fishing and some of these institutions and others offer the masters and 
doctors degrees. 

I assume that you want us to point out to you any questions regarding the pro- 
posed legislation which the committee might properly consider in its deliberations 
on the measure. 

First, with regard to proposed Federal grants and scholarships in the field of 
higher education, we believe, as indicated in our report on the bills, that the basic 
question which Congress should consider is whether the needs of this industry 
for professionally trained personnel are so acute and so vital to the national inter- 
est—as compared with similar needs of other industries—as to warrant singling 
out this industry for the special Federal assistance proposed by the bills. The 
available information would appear to indicate that we have a demand for trained 
manpower in practically all the technical and scientific fields. As you know, 
the need for teachers, scientists, engineers, physicians, nurses, and other profes- 
sional personnel has been receiving particular attention. 

The bills do not specify in detail the character of the educational support in- 
tended in the field of higher education although authorization is provided for the 
establishment of scholarships. Generally speaking, the term “scholarships” is 
used in the field of higher education to designate a financial stipend granted to 
undergraduate students. Before the Congress enacted legislation providing 
scholarships to encourage enrollment in this particular field it would want to 
consider the point that has been presented when somewhat similar proposals have 
been made in other fields. It is that undergraduate students should be free of 
special financial inducements in choosing their courses of study. The point is 
that establishment of financial aid in particular subject-matter areas at the 
undergraduate level, as distinct from the provision of general-purpose scholar- 
ships, may have a tendency to distort the vocational choices of individual students, 
though drawing into a particular subject-matter individuals who may not be suited 
for such study or who might have greater aptitude for some other speciality, but 
who choose it because it is the financially expedient thing to do. 

Your attention is also invited to the provision of the bills that would authorize 
the Secretary of the Interior to “establish such guides and curricula for educa- 
tional courses as may be necessary * * *.” This would grant broad authority for 
the Secretary of the Interior to establish curricula for educational courses, with 
which presumably educational institutions would have to comply in order to 
receive Federal grants. This could readily result in a form of Federal control of 
education which we believe should be avoided. 

A similar point concerning Federal control of the school curriculum is posed 
by section 3 (d) of H. R. 11479. In order for States and Territories to receive 
the benefits of section 3 (d) of H. R. 11479 they would be required to “(1) obtain 
approval by the Secretary of the Interior of the curriculum proposed by such 
State or Territory for education and training at the secondary school level in the 
field of commercial fishing.” This involves what appears to be an undesirable 
degree of Federal control over education at the secondary school level, a matter 
which clearly is reserved to the jurisdiction of the States. 
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There are several points I should like to raise relating to instructional pro- 
grams at the high-school level (sec. 2 of S. 2379 and corresponding provisions 
of the other bills). 

In the first place you may well question the necessity of this proposed legis- 
lation in light of the existing statutory authority (under the Smith-Hughes 
and George-Barden Acts) for the Office of Education to conduct such programs 
as provided by section 2. Some States are operating such programs now. 
During 1955, 1,046 persons were enrolled in classes providing training for 
occupations in the fishing industry, as follows: 936 persons in seamanship 
in California; 38 in motorboat operation in Louisiana; 68 in navigation in 
Michigan. 

Our appropriations bill for fiscal year 1957, now in conference, I believe, would 
increase the appropriation for allotments to the States for vocational educa- 
tion, including training in the fishing industries by approximately $2.5 million. 
To the extent needs exist in the States for training in the fishing industries, a 
proper proportion of these allotments could be used for the purpose. 

Secondly, you will doubtless want to consider whether the proposed instruc- 
tional programs in the high schools would, of themselves, prove effective as a 
recruiting device for the fishing industry. It has been the general experience 
in vocational training that an individual takes such training because he already 
has made up his mind to enter a certain occupation. Vocational training is 
primarily for the purpose of making a person sufficiently proficient to start in, 
or to improve his proficiency in an occupation in which he is employed rather 
than to recruit him for the occupation. In the actual conduct of vocational 
training programs, the experience has been that the most effective training 
results when provided for persons already in the occupation, rather than when 
provided at the secondary school level preparatory to entering an occupation. 

Should your committee decide to approve these bills, there are several pro- 
visions which appear to need clarification, as follows: 

1. The provision in section 1 authorizing the training of teachers might lead 
to considerable confusion as it now stands. Training of vocational teachers 
by State boards for vocational education and State institutions of college level 
is now authorized under the Smith-Hughes and George-Barden Acts. Hence, 
in the absence of further clarification the provisions of section 1 could easily 
lead to misunderstanding and possible duplication. 

2. The bills, as passed by the Senate, carries the term “extensive service” in 
section 2. This, no doubt, was intended to read “extension service.” If so, 
I would note that “extension” classes are authorized under existing acts. 
Therefore, the provision appears unnecessary with respect to the present voca- 
tional eduaction program. 

3. The bill H. R. 11479 is basically identical with S. 2379 except that the 
former, in section 3, would authorize the Secretary of the Interior to “promote 
education and training at the secondary school level in the field of commercial 
fishing” through grants to the States and Territories. If the provisions of this 
section were to be enacted, it would mean that both the Office of Education 
and the Department of Interior wquld be authorized to allot Federal funds to 
the States presumably to be used for the same purposes at the secondary school 
level. This would seem quite undesirable. 

4. Another problem arises out of the relationship between the program of 
vocational education in the fisheries industry which these bills propose, and 
the existing vocational education programs under the George-Barden Vocational 
Education Act. If section 2 of these bill were enacted as now written, and 
earmarked funds were not subsequently appropriated for this program, then 
the funds presently available for allotment to the States for the existing fields 
of vocational education would necessarily be reduced by $550,000, and this 
amount would have to be set aside for training in the fisheries industry whether 
it was needed by the States for that purpose or not. In the event a bill is to 
be perfected, some protective clause should be added to section 2, in order 
to preclude the possibility of such an unintended reduction in the funds pres- 
ently available for the established fields of vocational education. 

5. We would call attention to an apparent omission which would be of great 
significance to the Office of Education. The bills make no provision for authori- 
zation of funds to administer the programs in the event of an enactment. 


Mr. Browne tu. I would like to say in connection with that state- 


ment, if I may, that in the statement I have tried to put myself in the 
position of the committee in trying to analyze the questions that it 
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seems to me might properly be raised and considered in determining 
the action on this bill. 

There are a number of questions involved here that relate to the 
total of the problems that we face in education, not only questions that 
we find in industry but as they relate to education as a whole. 

For example, there is a suggestion in the bill that the Secretary of 
the Department of the Interior, I believe it is, should provide instruc- 
tional materials and determine the curriculum for the programs that 
would be subsidized by the Federal Government. 

I would like to make the point that I think is involved—the whole 
question of the relationship of the Federal Government to education, 
which we have generally recognized as a State responsibility. I 
think it is very important that we realize that when we start putting 
the Federal Government into determining the curriculum, we have 
entered a field that I think Congress has repeatedly indicated is not 
an area appropriate for the Federal Government. 

The second point that I would like to make has to do with the utiliza- 
tion of existing educational organizations, as compared with setting 
up new educational programs. 

In the statement I have made, I think you will find the indication 
that we feel that within the existing programs of education, it is pos- 
sible to accomplish the purposes of the bill, and we have no quarrel 
with the purpose of the bill which is to promote the best interests of the 
commercial fishing industry, and to provide additional trained 
personnel. 

As indicated at the outset, this problem of providing increased 
personnel is just one of our big national problems in very many fields, 
and so the question is, will this bill be the best way to accomplish the 
purposes of actually, within the existing operating agencies, accom- 
plishing the purposes of the bill. 

We have tried to analyze the situation in the statement and I am sure 
my two colleagues will be glad to answer any questions on it if they 
can. 

If I may, I will conclude my statement. If there are any questions 
I can answer quickly, I shall be very glad to do so. 

The Cuarrman. Counsel for the committee has a few questions to 
ask. 

Mr. Zincxe. Dr. Brownell, you said in general it is undesirable for 
the Federal Government to dictate the curriculums to the States. 

Mr. Browne tt. Yes, sir. 

Mr. Zincxe. Is it not a fact that, to a degree at least, that is done in 
connection with agricultural education ? 

Mr. Brownetu. I would say “No.” 

Mr. Zincxe. Is there not a special Agricultural Extension Service? 

Mr. Browne.tu. The Agricultural Extension Service, however, does 
not develop the curriculum for the agricultural colleges, as I under- 
stand it. 

Mr. Zincxe. It limits its activity to agriculture, however, does it 
not ? 

Mr. Brownetu. The Agricultural Extension Service ? 

Mr. Zincke. Yes. 

Mr. Brownett. I think in the Agricultural Extension Service they 
also provide home economics education. 
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In connection with the land-grant colleges, which we administer the 
grants on, there is no curriculum prescribed in the way of Department 
curriculum materials or anything of that sort. In the vocational edu- 

‘ation, this includes agriculture and includes trade and industry and 
distribution of materials and is not provided by the Federal Gov- 
ernment 

Mr. Zrncxe. Is there any requirement that the materials of instruc- 
tion would be provided under these bills for fisheries ? 

Mr. Browne tu. It so indicates that the Secretary may provide mate- 
rials of instruction. I call that to your attention as a questionable 
procedure, and I do not believe it is necessary in order to accomplish 
the purpose of the bill. 

Mr. Zincxer. Now, in your statement there were two points that I 
would like todiscuss. At the bottom of page 3, you state: 

In the first place, you may well question the necessity of this proposed legisla- 

tion in light of the existing statutory authority. 
Then you point out that in the United States there are few people 
studying seamanship and so forth. If you have existing statutory 
authority to conduct such a program as is contemplated in this bill, it 
is clear that you are not using your authority; is not that correct? 

Mr. Brownetu. No. 

Mr. Zincxe. Outside of a few people studying seamanship, and some 
people in motorboat operation and 68 studying navigation, what other 
activities do you have directed toward fisheries ? 

Mr. Brownetu. Well, I would say this, that the opportunities for 
the development of those programs exist within existing legislation. 

Mr. Zincke. But you have not developed them. 

Mr. BrowneE.u. The initiation of programs lies in the responsibility 
of local communities and States. Now, if the local communities and 
States have not seen fit to develop those programs, it may be for one 
of a number of reasons. It may be that there has not been enough 
emphasis in their guidance programs to encourage enough people to go 
into those programs to warrant their development of the courses. The 
second thing may be that not enough emphasis has been given on the 
promotion of the idea among the educational leaders; that i is, the local 
superintendents and the State departments of education in working 
with the commercial fishing industry to get support for the program, 
but that does not mean that they do not have the authori ity to do them, 
and it may be that the Department of the Interior and the Office of 
Education ought to work together in trying to promote the program 
in this field. 

I would not be able to say at this time how much of the fact we 
do not have as much emphasis in this area as you might think desirable 
or as we might think desirable lies in the attitudes ‘of pupils in going 
into the field, how much of it lies as a responsibility of the local and 
State departments of education, and how much might lie in the fact 
that there may not have been as much cooperative promction on the 
part of the Federal Government agencies. 

Mr. Zrncke. In any event, your Department assumes no responsi- 
bility for the lack of training facilities or the lack of trained people 
in this field of education. Is that so? 

Mr. Browneu. I didn’t say that and I didn’t intend to imply 
that. 
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Mr. Zincxe. You indicated you left it to the local guidance, to the 
local school systems to ask you for activities in this respect. 

Mr. Brownetu. That is basic in the field of education, Mr. Counsel. 
The Federal Government does not impose an educational program 
on local communities and States. 

Mr. Zincxe. In the case of agriculture they do not? 

Mr. Browne.u. No, sir. 

Mr. Zincxe. And they never did? 

Mr. Browne. You are asking a question none of us can 

Mr. Zincxe. Would you say the land-grant colleges were primarily 
agricultural ? 

Mr. Brownett. It was agriculture and mechanical arts. That did 
not impose it on the local communities or the States. It made avail- 
able resources which the local communities and the States could utilize 
if they wished, and that is a different thing. 

Mr. Zincxe. There is no such availability of resources to the local 
communities or the States in connection with fisheries, no comparable 
availability of resources; is there? 

Mr. Browne tt. I tried to indicate in my testimony that there are 
resources. 

Mr. Zincxe. The word I used was “comparable resources.” 

Mr. Browne ut. I will leave it to you to determine whether or not 
they are comparable. 

Mr. Zincxe. This is your statement, sir, and not mine. 

Mr. Browne uz. I would say I did not come here with the idea of 
trying to argue a point of that sort. I would say this: That the 
resources that are available are not being utilized to the full extent, 
and I would think that the committee ought to raise a serious question 
as to whether or not it can accomplish its purpose by trying to see 
that the resources we already have are utilized more fully before 
placing dependence necessarily on a new program. 

If it feels that the existing resources are insufficient and need to 
be increased, I think it is a perfectly fair question on the part of the 
committee to decide whether or not, by increasing the resources that 
are available at the present time, they can accomplish their purpose, 
or whether it is necessary to set up a new program. That is the point 
that I was trying to make, because I assume that is the kind of thing 
the committee wants to consider in passage of such legislation. 

Mr. Zincxke. In your statement, and in the report of your Depart- 
ment dated June 6, you made the assertion that the bill would earmark 
funds, and if those funds were not made available from year to year 
that it would be necessary to utilize other available funds. 

Cannot the same statement be reversed? If these funds are avail- 
able and the other funds are not available, then these funds will be 
drained for other programs? 

Mr. Brownett. I think that would not be the case, because these 
would be earmarked funds, you see. 

Mr. Zrncxe. The others are earmarked for education, and if the 
education funds were not made available these funds would be drained 
for that, would they not? 

Mr. Brownett. No, Mr. Counsel. I think that is not the way it 
works. Under the Vocational Education Act at the present time there 
are four categories for which funds are appropriated—agriculture, 
home economics, trade and industry, and distributive education. 
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Those have been set up so that the funds can be allocated in those 
four areas. As I understand it, and legal counsel here may know 
better than I on the technical interpretation of the law, as I under- 
stand it there would be set up here an amount of $550,000 which may 
be provided for vocational education for the fishing industries. 

It would be my understanding, then, that if funds were provided for 
vocational education, that with the earmarking of $550,000 for the 
fishing industries, $550,000 would have to be utilized and put in the 
funds earmarked for the fishing industries, and if additional funds 
were not provided, were not appropriated over and above what is now 
provided in vocational education, that would have to come out of the 
appropriation for vocational education, because this bill specifically 
earmarks $550,000 of the vocational education fund to be used for 
that purpose. That is my interpretation. 

Mr. Zincxe. Do you not have similar earmarking for the other four 
categories ¢ 

Mr. Browne.u. We did have, have had in the past. The correct 
appropriation bill carries a provision for reallotment of funds among 
the States within each category. 

Mr. Zrncke. But as far as your appropriations are concerned, are 
they not earmarked ? 

Mr. Brownetu. For vocational education, yes. 

Mr. Zincke. That is all I have, Mr. Chairman. 

The CuarrMan. Weare interested in the word “curriculum” on page 
11, to which you made reference. 

What is the language now in the act which you administer with 
respect to establishing guides and curriculum ? 

Lc Browneu. I am afraid I would have to refer to the acts them- 
selves. 

The CHarrman. You do have some language you use. You do not 
just give it to the State. 

Mr. Browne.u. Mr. Chairman, the States must provide a State 
plan which has to be approved under the general statutes. That plan 
does not include that there must be approval of the specific courses. 
The plan is the general overall program that they propose within the 
State to carry on their vocational education. We try to avoid very 
carefully in all parts of our activities in the field of education having 
the Federal Government decide what shall be taught and how it shall 
be taught. We believe that is essentially a State and local responsi- 
bility. : 

The CuarrMaNn. I am interested in that and I appreciate your call- 
ing this language to the attention of the committee. 

Then this language states: 

The Secretary of the Interior shall approve such guides and curricula as may 
be submitted by the States. 

That would meet your objection in that respect ? 

Mr. Browne. I rather question it. Again we have that matter of 
approval. The reason I mention that is because of experience many 
of us have had of what approval means in the way of curriculum. 

The CHarrMan. Some approval you make of the programs you 
contribute to? 

Mr. Browneti. Approval of the State program outlining what they 
plan todo. That isan approval and it is under the Vocational Educa- 
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tion Act. We have to approve the State plan. But that does not 
mean approval of the curriculum materials. 

The Cuarrman. That language is “if the Secretary of the Interior 
accepted the programs that set up the guides and curriculum,” it would 
come along the line of what you do. 

Mr. Brownett. I think speaking of the vocational education field 
I feel there is sufficient language in the Vocational Education Act to 
take care of that, and if this were to be administered under the Voca- 
tional Education Act I do not think it would be necessary for any 
additional approval. 

When it comes to the colleges and universities, the higher education 
part of it, we get into an area where I very much question whether the 
Secretary of the Interior is in a better position to decide what shall 
be the higher education program than the colleges and universities 
themselves. 

The Cuatrman. I don’t want to go into a detailed discussion of that. 
What you say about it does impress me. I do not want to see the 
Federal Government directing to this State, that State, or the other 
the courses which should be taught in schools. I was therefore asking 
what language you had in your act which you administer. 

Mr. Brownetu. I would be very glad if it would assist you, Mr. 
Chairman, to have our people work over that and submit to you some 
suggestions on that which the committee might consider. 

The CuarrmMan. I want to see how you do it. 

Mr. Browne. I would rather do that than try to figure the lan- 
cuage from the top of my head. I would like some time to study it 
out, just what would be accomplished. 

The Cuatrman. How you do it now is what I ask you. 

Mr. Browne. In the vocational education field, each State board 
for vocational education provides a plan for the vocational education 
program in the State which indicates the amount of time which will be 
provided in the various courses, and it also includes the general plans 
for the securing of competent staffs and things of that sort to set it up. 
Under those conditions the Vocational Education Division, working in 
cooperation with the State board, will work out a plan that is mu- 
tually agreeable, and that State plan having been approved, the State 
carries it out. However, it does not specify the specific curriculum 
materials. 

The Cuatrman. Those are various States that have plans approved 
by you? 

Mr. Brownett. That isright. When it comes to higher educational 
institutions, Mr. Chairman, we do not have any program where we 
approve any programs in higher educational institutions. It is only 
in vocational education. 

Tam sorry I have to leave you. We have others here who can answer 
your questions, sir. 

The CHamman. Off the record. 

(Discussion held off the record.) 

The Cuatrman. We will schedule another date for this hearing. 

The next witness is Thomas Rice. 
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STATEMENT OF THOMAS D. RICE, EXECUTIVE SECRETARY, 
MASSACHUSETTS FISHERIES ASSOCIATION 


Mr. Rice. Mr. Chairman and gentlemen of the committee, my name 
is Thomas D. Rice. I am the executive secretary of the Massachusetts 
Fisheries Association and secretary of the Federated Fishing Boats of 
New England and New York, Inc. Both associations have their execu- 
tive offices on the Boston fish pier, Boston, Mass. 

As their spokesman, I appear in support of H. R. 10433. Whenever 
Federal legislation is proposed which concerns the commercial fish- 
eries of the United States it becomes the subject of immediate interest 
and study of fisheries groups in all the coastal areas bordering the 
country. With the filing of 8. 2379, the counterpart of H. R. 10433 by 
the honorable Senator from the State of Maine, Mr. Payne, we in New 
England formed the New England Fisheries Committee. It consists 
of representatives from the several State governments as well as rep- 
resentatives from industry. The bill received the complete endorse- 
ment of the committee and we held several meetings to develop a course 
of action so as to make the best presentation possible to command the 
interest and attention of your committee. 

Our first reaction was that the bill did not go far enough with respect 
to explaining how these funds should be allocated and for what pur- 
poses they would be spent. The amended version which recently 
passed the Senate has provided the answers. 

From an industry viewpoint, this measure offers the kind of assist- 
ance woefully lacking in present-day Government fishery programs. 
We have been told that the sea is the last frontier left for man to 
explore. Scientists of great renown and repute have warned civiliza- 
tion that in years to come we will be forced to look to the sea for major 
contributions to the world supply of protein foods. 

We know so little about the sea and what it has to offer for man’s 
sustenance that very few are aware of its terrific potentials. In order 
to meet this challenge and direct this resource to man’s use we must 
have the intellectual know-how and the educational facilities to de- 
velop and utilize what the sea can produce to our best advantage. 

To indicate how tremendously important the oceans of the world 
are as potential sources of food for the human race permit me to quote 
a few pertinent facts from a publication entitled “The Courier” issued 
by the Department of Mass Communication of the United Nations 
Educational, Scientific, and Cultural Organization, a division of the 
United Nations. 


The land is divided among nations; the sea belongs to mankind. A few miles, 
adjacent to the shores, are under local control but they form a microscopic frac- 
tion of the 189 million square miles of the ocean surface, about 21% times the 
entire land area of the earth. Its total volume is 328 million cubic miles, a figure 
which far surpases the human imagination. The entire human race of more than 
2,000 million persons, for example, could be contained in one-tenth of a single 
cubic mile. 

This incredibly vast storehouse of mineral and food resources has hardly been 
tapped to meet man’s needs. It provides, for instance, less than 1 percent of 
the world’s food. Every cubic mile of seawater contains 750 tons of nitrogen, 
225 tons of phosphorus, and nearly 2 million tons of potassium—three major 
agricultural fertilizers. 

Equally important is the rich plant life of the sea. Scientists calculate that 
a Square mile of sea produces an average of 13,000 tons of vegetation per year, 
and a world total of probably 5 times that of vegetation on land. 
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Most of the sea plants are microscopic and simply serve to feed the fishes. 
But they are already recognized as potential food both for men and for domestic 
animals. Much more needs to be learned about their varieties, the conditions 
under which they grow best, and their nutritional value; methods must be in- 
vented for cultivating and harvesting them. 

But the major practical objective of oceanographic research will be an increase 
in the availability of fish for human food. The United Nations Food and Agri- 
cultural Organization has estimated that the world’s total annual production of 
fish and all seafoods, excluding whales, is about 26 million metric tons per year. 
The amount of fish caught and consumed could be increased many times if fishing 
were no longer an essentially primitive method of finding food, much as hunting 
was by our ancestors. 

The rich resources of the sea will not be truly mastered until oceanography 
develops as a coordinated group of sciences as reliable as the other exact sciences. 
This is a vital need for the future with a world population of 4,000 million persons 
foreseen by the end of the present century—well within the lifetime of our own 
children. 

The vocational and academic training programs presently function- 
ing under the direction and the sponsorship of the United States De- 
partment of Agriculture have improved upon and expanded the eating 
habits of all in the United States. The training programs were coor- 
dinated with the scientific studies of plant and animal life conducted 
by the Department’s staff of scientists. The end result has been greater 
efficiency in the production of land foods and a broader understanding 
by the farmer of the whims of nature which has increased his ability 
to exploit these vagaries to his own betterment. The crop rotation 
plan developed by the Department of Agriculture is an excellent exam- 
ple of what a farm-education program can accomplisif. 

We need the same structure of education in the fishing industry. A 
great deal can be done to increase the efficiency and the value of the 
industrial use of the resources of the sea. We need a practical educa- 
tional program that begins in the fishing ports of the Nation by the 
inauguration of extension courses so that those already working in the 
fishing industry may acquire new ideas, new and efficient methods of 
catching and preparing fish for market. 

We need vocational training in our high schools and at the trade- 
school level to attract the youth of our country into our industry. In 
this connection I must hasten to add that this prospective field of 
employment has been sadly neglected. We are suffering today because 
of this neglect. The average age of the fishermen working out of the 
port of Boston is 59 years of age. 

Vocational training and extension courses in netmaking, boatbuild- 
ing, navigation, diesel and gas engineering, care and handling of fish, 
mechanics of marine and shore refrigeration, utilization of byproducts, 
along with many, many other practical subjects too numerous to men- 
tion at this time, would raise the production standards of the industry 
far beyond present levels. They would be the means of increasing the 
supply of diversified foods so badly needed in times of national 
emergencies. 

I wish to thank Mr. McCormack for introducing H. R. 10433. His 
keen interest in the progress and welfare of the fishing industry is, 
indeed, gratefully appreciated. 

As the spokesman for my two organizations, I strongly reeoommend 
the passage of this legislation. 

Also in favor of this legislation are Mr. Robert Dow, commissioner 
of sea and shore fisheries for the State of Maine, the American Tuna 
Boat Association, San Dego, Calif.; Gloucester Fisheries Association, 
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of Gloucester, Mass.; and the New Bedford Seafood Producers Asso- 
ciation, of New Bedford, Mass. 

Mr. Atten. There is language directed to training scientists and 
the higher level of education in the bill. I am not at all sure as to 
what is needed on the high-school level. 

Mr. Rice. We need vocational training at the high-school level of 
such a character as to get the youths of the country interested in this 
industry. We have a very serious situation in Boston. The average 
age of fishermen in Boston is 59 years of age, and it far exceeds what 
I call the efficiency of labor in this respect. We have no young fellows 
coming along behind to fill the places in the fishing industry where 
they are needed. 

Vocational courses in high schools would give them an interest in 
this industry which would inspire youths to follow through when they 
get through high school, if they are not going through college, to go 
into the fishery trade. 

Mr. Atten. It is an apprentice program you need at the high- 
school level ? 

Mr. Rice. Yes, sir. 

The Cuamman. Our next witness will be Mr. Charles E. Jackson. 


STATEMENT OF CHARLES E. JACKSON, GENERAL MANAGER, 
NATIONAL FISHERIES INSTITUTE 


Mr. Jackson. Mr. Chairman and members of the committee, my 
name is Charles E. Jackson. I am general manager of the National 


Fisheries Institute, Inc., an organization consisting of practically all 
segments of the fishing industry of the United States—except fisher- 
men, most of whom are union members—and retailers of fish and 
fishery products. We represent boatowners, producers, processors of 
fresh, frozen, canned, smoked, and cured fish, wholesalers, brokers, 
and those engaged in the ne and processing of industrial 


products, such as fish meal, oils, and solubles. Our members are 
located in all parts of the United States and Alaska and number 
approximately 600 firms. 

The National Fisheries Institute strongly favors enactment of legis- 
lation to provide for the training of young people in the fisheries field. 

Following World War I the United States Government found itself 
in the position of assuming political and economic leadership of the 
world. Experience since has demonstrated that we also acquired the 
fisheries leadership of the world. Until 10 years ago the one and 
only university in the United States, engaged in training fisheries per- 
sonnel turned out enough men to meet the situation. But today there 
are simply not enough trained fisheries people available to fill the 
posts available. In fact, great competition exists between State and 
Federal agencies, international commissions, and even the Food and 
Agriculture Organization of the United Nations, all of which in the 
main have drawn upon the graduates of the Fisheries School of the 
University of Washington. A number of these people have reached 
retirement age, but as soon as they retire their services are snapped up 
by some other institution for either full-time work, part-time, or on a 
consultant basis. An example is the case of M. C. James, who retired 
as Assistant Director of the Fish and Wildlife Service. He was im- 
mediately employed as a fisheries consultant by the State of Washing- 
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ton. Within a short time he was borrowed by the newly created Inter- 
national North Pacific Fisheries Commission to serve as director until 
they could permanently fill the post. About a year ago he returned to 
his post as consultant to the State of Washington, and not long there- 
after he was asked to take the position of director of the Pacific Marine 
Fisheries Commission. 

In a few more years those holding responsible fisheries positions in 
the Federal Government, the State gover nments, the international 
commissions in which the United States participates, and United 
States trained people in world fishing bodies will reach retirement age, 
and there are no trained fisheries per ‘sonnel to fill the gap. Meanwhile 
the entire world is focusing its interest on the resources of the seas. 
Maritime nations are rapidly expanding their knowledge and _ are 
building facilities for the purpose of increasing their share ‘of the food 
resources of the seas. Practically all maritime nations are develop- 
ing and expanding their fishery industries through the introduction 
of modern technological processes. In order to do this effectively, they 
have established fishery schools at the academic and vocational level 
to give their fishermen and processors the benefit of current informa- 
tion and techniques in the fisheries. In this country there is a definite 
lack of such facilities, and H. R. 10433 and similar House bills, as 
well as S. 2379 which recently passed the Senate, would go far toward 
providing them. This legislation would provide the fishing industry 
of this country with the type of educational facilities comparable to 
those which exist in agriculture. 

The bill provides for the training of professional personnel at the 
college level. It would train personnel who would later go into the 
commercial fisheries or be available as teachers at the college, high 
school, vocational, and extension levels. One of the big problems is 
to dev elop instructors, and section 1 would provide the type of assist- 
ance that could overcome this problem. 

Section 2 of the bill provides for vocational training facilities. 
This would be a practical working type of training for persons already 
in the fisheries or for young persons who wish to enter the fisheries and 
who would probably not be able to attend college courses. We need new 
and young blood in our fisheries, and section 2 of the bill provides the 
type of training that would encourage and equip many young men to 
enter the industry. 

The Fish and Wildlife Service has expressed itself as being strongly 
in favor of the legislation and has indicated at hearings the strong need 
for an improvement in the fishery educational system. The Depart- 
ment of the Interior, in reporting on the bill, expressed itself as being 
fully in accord with the objectives of the bill, but took exception to the 
legislative changes that were involved. However, in order to use the 
existing legislation which the Department recommended, it would be 
necessary to make certain legislative changes which is essentially what 
H. R. 10433 does. 

S. 2379, as passed by the Senate, provides an extension service. We 
favor an extension service and recommend that your committee include 
the same. However, we would suggest that the words “and extension 
service” should be removed from section 2, since the conduct of a fish- 
eries extension service is the proper responsibility of the Department 
of the Interior rather than of the Office of Education. <A separate 
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section should be added to the bill to provide for the extension activi- 
ties. Accordingly, we suggest that H. R. 10433 be amended as follows: 

Sec. 3. (a) The Secretary of the Interior is authorized to conduct a fisheries 
extension service which would provide useful and practical information on sub- 
jects relating to the commercial fishing industry, and to make grants out of funds 
appropriated for the purposes of this section to the several State and Territories 
of the United States for this purpose. Grants made for the purposes of this 
section shall be apportioned on an equitable basis among the several States and 
Territories, as determined by the Secretary of the Interior, taking into account 
the extent of the fishing industry of each State and Territory as compared with 
the total fishing industry of the United States (including Territories), and such 
other factors as may be relevant in view of the purposes of this section. 

(b) There are authorized to be appropriated not in excess of $175,000 for the 
fiscal year beginning on July 1, 1956, and for each fiscal year thereafter for the 
purposes of this section. 

(c) The Secretary of the Interior may establish such regulations as may be 
necessary to carry out the provisions of this section. 

(d) The several States and Territories, in order to receive the benefits of this 
section, shall be required to match by State or local funds, or both, 100 per centum 
of the appropriations made under the authority of this section. 


The CuarrmMan. That means an additional amendment to the bill. 

Mr. Jackson. An additional amendment. I have it in my state- 
ment in detail. 

Mr. Auten. The amendment is set forth in full on page 4 of his 
statement. 

The Cuarrman. Mr. Brownell spoke of all these colleges that had 
these courses. What kinds of people are they turning out and 
developing? 

Mr. Jackson. Frankly, Mr. Chairman, I would not attempt to dis- 
agree with Dr. Brownell because I certainly do not know the subject 
as well as he does. So far as I know, with the exception of the Uni- 
versity of Washington and the University of Massachusetts, which 
recently instituted some fisheries courses, and the University of Miami 
which has been in existence for 7 or 8 years, there are still not enough 
trained fisheries personnel. 

With the woud situation confronting us, with the fisheries indus- 
try expanding, I don’t know where we will get men to fill the place of 
pw like Mr. Anderson, who is in the room. A lot of fellows like 

fr. Anderson are getting along. They will be retiring soon. Those 
in the fisheries field wonder where we will get the personnel to fill those 
gaps. 
gave you one illustration where a man quit but they won’t let him 
stay that way. 

The Cuarman. If scientists in this field are so scarce, why don’t 
others perfect themselves in this field ? 

Mr. Jackson. It has developed in the last few years. It is like the 
engineering profession which rapidly expanded and today there are 
not enough people to fill the gap. We are interested in getting the 
youth of America interested in this field. 

The average age of fishermen operating out of Boston is 59 years 
old, and there is practically no youth interested in coming into the 
fisheries industry. Perhaps it doesn’t offer them the opportunities 
that other vocations do competitively. I recognize that situation. 
However, the fisheries have changed. It is a different picture from 
what it was 10 years ago. 

_ The Cuarrman. Is it due to the fact there is not enough remunera- 
tion in the trade? 
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Mr. Jackson. That may have been the case some years ago. I do 
not believe that is the case today. 

Mr. Van Pett. The other ion we had testimony that in the State 
of Florida the fishing industry was the third largest industry in the 
State. Don’t you think that a State so dependent upon an industry 
such as that should go forward and do something to solve the situation ? 

Mr. Jackson. I certainly do. I think they have put things in 
motion. They are one of the strongest advocates of this legislation. 
Mr. D’Ewart pointed out what they were doing in Florida where they 
established courses and there was a tremendous amount of interest in 
that school. 

The University of Miami, which worked with the State authorities 
in establishing that school, are one of the principal advocates of this 
legislation. ‘They feel they need this type of aid to interest more 
young pecpie. 

The Cuarrman. Further questions? 

Mr. Borxin. This committee has been working with Charlie Jack- 
son as long as remember. He is old enough to retire but I hope he 
never does because he has done a splendid job. I certainly have 
enjoyed working with him. 

(Additional information furnished for the record follows :) 


INTERNATIONAL LONGSHOREMEN’S & WAREHOUSEMEN’S UNION, 
Washington, D. C., June 6, 1956 
Re H. R. 10483. 
Hon. HErsert C. BONNER, 
Chairman, House Merchant Marine and Fisheries Committee, 
Washington, D.C. 


DEAR CONGRESSMAN BONNER: The following brief statement is submitted for 
the record with reference to H. R. 10433. This statement is submitted on behalf 
of the fishery division of the International Longshoremen’s & Warehousemen’s 
Union. This division represents approximately 7,500 fishermen and shore 
workers engaged in the fishing industry on the west coast. 

On behalf of the ILWU fishery division I want to urge favorable and immediate 
action on H. R. 10433. We favor this bill, as amended by the Senate. In the 
hearings before the Senate Interstate and Foreign Commerce Committee on 
this and other fishery legislation, every segment of the industry, particularly 
organizations representing the producers, favored the enactment of this measure. 

We feel that the program embodied in this bill will help to fill in one of the 
many gaps in the present service afforded by the Federal Government to the 
fisheries industry. This measure will help to stimulate the expansion on a local 
scale of existing facilities for the training of additional scientists, technicians, 
and educational personnel. Such a body of professionally trained people is 
needed in order to promote better management and utilization of fish resources 
for the benefit of the American people. We feel that this legislation, taken in 
conjunction with other measures presently pending before the Congress, will 
greatly aid the fisheries to take their rightful place as an important section of 
the food industry and will, in addition, help to expand the recreational oppor- 
tunities of the people of our country. 

Respectfully submitted. 

JEFF KIBRE, Washington Representative. 
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AMERICAN ASSOCIATION OF 
LAND-GRANT COLLEGES AND STATE UNIVERSITIES, 
Washington, D. C., June 7, 1956. 
Hon. HERBERT C. BoNNER, 
Chairman, House Committee on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 
House of Representatives, Washington, D. C. 


Dear REPRESENTATIVE BONNER: As chairman of the committee on Federal 
legislation of the American Association of Land-Grant Colleges and State Uni- 
versities, I wish to call to your attention certain features of Senate bill 2379, 
now before your committee, which, in our opinion, require revision in order to 
earry out effectively the intended purposes of the legislation. 

Section 2 of the bill as approved by the Senate provides an authorization of 
$550,000 for “vocational education and extension services” to be apportioned 
by the Commissioner of Education after consultation with the Secretary of the 
Interior. It apparently was the intention of the Senate committee, and it is 
certainly desirable, that this extension work be carried on through or in cooper- 
ation with the existing extension services of colleges and universities. Relation- 
ships of the Vocational Education Division of the United States Office of Edu- 
cation are, however, almost entirely with the high schools, except for a limited 
amount of funds which may be used for teacher-training purposes. It is essen- 
tial that to be effective an extension service must be operated in close cooper- 
ation with institutions where research is being done, as the long history of the 
Cooperative Extension Service of the United States Department of Agriculture 
and the land-grant colleges and universities has fully demonstrated. We would 
respectfully suggest, therefore, that if it is desired to establish an effective 
extension service in the area of fisheries, the funds authorized be taken out of 
the amendment to the Vocational Act, and be made available for apportionment 
either through the Cooperative Extension Service of the United States Depart- 
ment of Agriculture in consultation with the Secretary of the Interior; or for 
allocation by the Secretary of the Interior to institutions of higher education 
now carrying on effective extension work. 

Section 1 of the bill authorizes grants by the Secretary of the Interior to public 
and private nonprofit colleges and universities for various purposes, including 
the establishment of “scholarships” as necessary to promote the education and 
training of professionally trained personnel, including scientists, technicians, 
and teachers. The Secretary of the Interior is given complete authority to 
establish “guides and curricula” for educatonal courses, as he may deem neces- 
sary. Equal State or local fund matching, or both, is required for these funds. 
The Senate committee report indicated that it was its intent that State authori- 
ties “having jurisdiction over education” within the States prepare programs 
under this section, in consultation with State fisheries departments, and submit 
them to the Secretary of the Interior. 

This section, in our opinion, requires careful scrutiny and revision if it is 
considered desirable to retain it. While the sum involved is small, the unilateral 
authority given the Secretary of the Interior to pass on “curricula” is almost 
unprecedented in Federal-State relationships. The land-grant institutions have 
successfully conducted a federally aided instructional program in agriculture for 
more than 90 years, without the Federal Government having or needing the 
authority to prescribe curricula. In the second place, the vast majority of the 
States do not have a single State authority, as described in the Senate committee 
report, which has jurisdiction over higher education, and particularly over non- 
public higher education. Some States have one board responsible for all public 
higher education ; in others, each public institution has its own board. In this 
connection, I would point to the experience under the Land-Grant Act, under 
which each State accepting the provisions of the act was asked to designate one 
or more institutions which would be the cooperating institution under the act. 
This fixed the responsibility for carrying out a satisfactory program in the 
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institution which the State desired to have carry it on, and, by fixing the respon- 
sibility in one place, provided a framework for cooperation with the Federal 
agencies involved in developing a sound program. 





Sincerely, | 
CarRL R. Woopwarp, ' 
Chairman, Commitee on Federal Legislation : 

(President, University of Rhode Island). 

sy ’ 
ei <a TERMINAL ISLAND, Catir., June 5, 1956. 
HERBERT ©. BONER, =: a 
Chairman, House Committ&on Merchant Marine and Fisheries, 


House of Representatives, Washington, D. C.: 


Understand committeé*considering H. R. 11479 and similar bills proposing 
Federal aid to fisheries é&ncatiém. This association wishes to be included in the 
record as strongly favoring enactment this legislation. Have had no oppor- 
tunity study H. R. 11479, but have thoroughly examined and approved S. 3279 
as reported by Senate Committee Interstate and Foreign Commerce. Urge your 
committee report favorably and quickly comparabe legislation. 


CALIFORNIA FisH CANNERS ASSOCIATION, INC., 
CHARLES R. Carry, Executive Director. 


The CuatrmMan. The committee will now go into executive session. 
(Whereupon the committee went into executive session at 11:45 
a.m.) 


x 








